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Abstract 
In the current research, optimal distinctiveness theory is used to examine to what extent 
consumers identify with a brand that satisfies their need for differentiation as their need 
for similarity. We expected that people search for a balance between being similar and 
being different to other people and that brands can serve these needs. Participants 
(N=201) were primed to be either similar or different, also the brand (GoPro) was framed 
as similar or different. After the manipulations, participants filled out questionnaires 
about brand identity and behavioral intentions. Results in the identity prime similar, 
brand prime different condition were in line with the predictions; participants who were 
primed as being similar to other individuals, preferred a brand that was framed in terms 
of uniqueness. These results were mainly visible on the variables “brand prime”, “group 
self-esteem” and “word-of-mouth”. The results are being discussed and suggestions are 
made for further research.  
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Imagine, you need a new phone and you go to a phone store. The salesman says: 
“Everybody has this phone, you need to have it”. What would you do? One person will 
conclude that the phone is exactly what s/he is looking for; another person will refuse to 
buy the phone, because s/he wants to differentiate from the mass. Thus, individuals can 
have a need for similarity and a need to differentiate themselves from other people. As 
will be outlined below, people will generally seek balance between those two needs.  
All brands want to attract consumers, in order to make them buy the brand and 
eventually to achieve consumers’ identification with the brand. Identification with a brand 
is proven to lead to loyalty with the brand (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; He, Li, & Harris, 
2012; Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar, & Sen, 2012). Therefore, attaining consumer 
identification is a goal for many companies. However, as shown in the example, not all 
consumers are the same. The different needs of consumers make it hard for brands to 
satisfy all consumers at the same time.  
In the current research we will use optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991) 
to examine how brands can satisfy consumers’ needs in order to make them identify with 
the brand. The study aims to investigate what kind of advertising a brand should use to 
attract the consumers they want to attract, i.e. consumers with a need for similarity, 
consumers with a need for differentiation, or both. We assume that people who are very 
different from other people will identify more with a brand that is framed to serve the 
need for similarity, and that individuals who are very similar to other people will identify 
with a brand that is framed to serve the need for differentiation. Research about brand 
identification is important for the marketing branch, because brand identity is an 
important predictor of consumers’ buying behavior. 
In the following, we will first explain social identity theory, the need for 
uniqueness, and optimal distinctiveness theory. Then we will look at brand identity. 
Finally, we combine brand identity with the other theories to formulate the expectations 
for the current study. 
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Social Identity Theory 
Social identity theory states that one’s identity consists out of two parts, a personal 
identity and a social identity, defined as the part of identity derived from groups (Tajifel 
& Turner, 1979). According to the theory, people have a need for a positive social 
identity (Ellemers & Haslam, 2011), which in turn serves enhanced self-esteem (Abrams 
& Hogg, 1988) and certainty (Hogg, 2000). Individuals, who see themselves as group a 
member, want to positively distinct their group from other groups (Ellemers & Haslam, 
2011). 
Three components of social identity can be distinguished; a cognitive component, 
an evaluative component and an emotional component (Ellemers, Kortehaas, & 
Ouwerkerk, 1999). The cognitive component (also known as self-categorization) 
comprises the cognitive awareness of being a (typical) member of a social group. The 
evaluative component refers to the value a person puts in the group membership (group 
self-esteem) and the extent to which a person has a positive attitude towards the group. 
Finally, the emotional aspect of social identity (also known as affective commitment), 
refers to the extent to which people care about the group they belong to (Ellemers & 
Haslam, 2011). 
Social identity theory can also be applied on brands. When someone always buys 
furniture at the IKEA, one can become cognitively associated by seeing oneself as a 
typical IKEA customer, evaluatively associated by having a positive attitude towards IKEA 
and affectively associated by feeling involved and committed to this company. The 
person will identify with IKEA and see the store and other IKEA customers as in-group, 
whereas other furniture stores will be seen as out-groups.  
 
Need for Uniqueness 
According to social identity theory, people want a positive social identity and distinguish 
their group from other groups. This is closely related to another perspective on identity, 
the need for uniqueness. As a difference, the level of identity in the need for uniqueness 
is on personal level compared to social level in the social identity theory. The need for 
5 
 
uniqueness states that individuals have a fundamental need to see themselves as unique 
individual. The need for uniqueness emerges when individuals feel a threat to their 
uniqueness, by perceiving that they are highly similar to other people (Snyder & Fromkin, 
1977). Therefore, people want to regain their uniqueness. Brands can for example serve 
to make people feel more unique. 
Individuals who feel a threat to their uniqueness will rather choose a brand that 
differentiates them from other individuals. Some companies express their brands in 
advertisements as “special” and “unique”. Consumers who have a need for uniqueness 
will buy the product, because they feel the urge to be more unique. But when many 
people buy this product, it could lead to unachieved expectations of uniqueness (Tian, 
Bearden, & Hunter, 2001).  
 
Optimal Distinctiveness Theory 
The third main perspective that is relevant for the current work, the optimal 
distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991), nicely integrates the previous perspectives. The 
theory states that individuals do not only have a desire for similarity in a group 
(assimilation), but also a need for uniqueness, i.e. the need to be different from others 
(Brewer, 1991). According to this theory, social identity is the strongest and individuals 
are most loyal to a group when the two needs are in balance. The balance between 
assimilation and differentiation is met when groups are both inclusive and distinctive 
(Leonardelli, Pickett, & Brewer, 2010).  
 Individuals differ in their need to be distinctive and their need to assimilate 
(Timmor & Katz-Navon, 2008). How can brands adapt to these needs? When individuals 
feel different from other people in several ways, they will have a low need for 
distinctiveness and a high need for assimilation and will therefore identify more with a 
brand that satisfies in the need for similarity. The opposite is also possible. When 
individuals belong to larger groups where they are not served in their need to be 
different, they will have a low need for similarity and a high need for distinctiveness. 
Those individuals will rather buy a brand that differentiates them from the mass.  
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As Brewer (1991) states in her theory, groups that become overly inclusive will 
lose loyalty with their members or break up into smaller groups. Some brands or 
products will initially be seen as exclusive when they are introduced on the marked, but 
may after some time become more inclusive when many individuals have identified with 
the product. Under these conditions it can be expected that individuals with a high need 
for distinctiveness are going to look for something different. To make identified 
consumers coming back to the brand, it might help to introduce a more exclusive version 
of the product, together with the common product. In this way both similarity needs and 
differentiation needs can be fulfilled within one brand. Coca cola, for example, keeps 
introducing new versions of the product on the market (like the Coca Cola Life edition), 
besides their traditional coke. 
We now know that consumers have a need for differentiation and a need for 
similarity, which they want to get in balance through buying a certain kind of brand for 
example. But why is brand identity important for companies? 
 
Brand identity 
Since decades researchers have been interested in the topic brand identity. For example, 
research has investigated the consequences of brand identity (Ahearne, Battachara, & 
Gruen, 2005; He et al., 2012) and the antecedents of brand identification (Ahearne et 
al., 2005; Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012). This research 
provided more insights in consumer identification with a brand, the underlying factors of 
brand identity and how brand identity can become stronger.  
Based on social identity theory, Bhattacharya and Sen (2003) developed a 
framework of the conditions under which consumer-company identification is likely to 
occur. This research states that the attractiveness of a company is likely to depend on 
how similar, distinctive and prestigious it is to the consumers’ identity. According to 
Ashforth and Mael (1989) brand identification is also associated with being in competition 
with, or at least being aware of, other groups.  
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Having a relationship with a brand, might result in positive outcomes for the 
brand, including a higher willingness to pay. This refers to the maximum price a person is 
willing to pay for a certain product. Will consumers be inclined to actually pay more to 
strengthen their identity with brands? In China, Li, Li, and Kambelle (2012) conducted a 
study on how much people are willing to pay for luxury fashion brands that relate to their 
fashion lifestyles. The results showed that individuals were willing to pay more when the 
brand gave them perceived social and emotional value. It also showed that previous 
experiences with a product can influence the willingness to pay. Another reason to pay 
more for a brand is high loyalty, which will result in buying the same brand over and over 
again (Keller, 1993). 
Having a relationship with a brand may also lead to “word-of-mouth”. Word-of-
mouth refers to transferring information about a brand from one individual to the other 
(Brown et al., 2005). As noted earlier, consumer identification with a brand can lead to 
commitment to the brand. This can again lead to word-of-mouth behavior. In marketing, 
word-of-mouth is seen among the most important outcomes resulting from a relationship 
with a brand (Brown et al., 2005). Because of its informal information, word-of-mouth is 
perceived as meaningful and reliable. It can be an important factor in consumer buying 
behavior (Cheng, Lam, & Hsu, 2006). 
Another possible result of brand identification could be a low vulnerability to 
competitive brands. Consumers, who are strongly identified with a brand, are less 
vulnerable towards competing brands (Bendixen, Bukasa, & Abratt, 2004), and more 
likely to develop a negative bias about competing brands (He et al., 2011). These 
consumers will stick to the same brand, even when they receive positive information 
about competitors. Furthermore, Batra, Ahuvia, and Bagozzi (2012) state that there is 
more resistance to negative information about a brand, when a person has identified with 
the brand. 
How can knowledge about the need for similarity and the need for differentiation 
improve the amount of brand identification by consumers?  
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The current research 
In the current research, we will examine to what extent consumers identify with a brand 
that satisfies them in their needs. We will manipulate personal needs and brand identity, 
to investigate if consumers identify more with a brand that fulfills in their need for 
balance in being similar and different.  
In order to achieve brand identity, we expect that the personal need has to fit the 
framed brand identity. We predict that individuals, who feel similar to other people, will 
be drawn towards a brand that is framed as making them unique to other people, to get 
the needs for similarity and differentiation in balance. Vice versa we predict that 
consumers, who feel very different from other people, will identify with brands that are 
framed to serve similarity needs. We expect to find similar results for group self-esteem 
and commitment. Moreover, commitment or loyalty towards a brand could result in 
behavioral intentions, by keep buying the brand (Reichheld, 1993). For self-esteem, we 
predict that consumers who search in their need for similarity want to see themselves as 
typical members of a brand and thus have a high cognitive identity. Consumers who seek 
for differentiation will not want to see themselves as typical member of a brand and will 
have a lower cognitive identity. We expect that brand identity leads to stronger 
behavioral intentions. Identification with a brand will lead to the willingness to pay a 
premium price for the brand (Thomson, MacInnis, & Park, 2005), a higher willingness to 
recommend the brand to other people (Ahearne et al., 2005) and less vulnerability to 
competitive brands (Bendixen et al., 2004).  
Based on these expectations, we build a framework (see Figure 1). We predict 
that individuals with a framed brand identity that fits their personal need will show a 
stronger brand identity, even as higher group self-esteem and more commitment. Self-
categorization depends on the personal motive of a consumer. Furthermore, we predict 
that if brand identity and the related components of identity are present within 
consumers, they will show behavioral intentions towards the brand. That is, they are 
more willing to pay for the brand, they will show more word-of-mouth and they will have 
a low vulnerability toward other brands. 
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Figure 1: Framework of personal needs and framed identity on behavior 
 
Method 
Participants and Design 
In this study, 201 participants were recruited (84.6% female, average age M=21.22). 
These participants were randomly assigned to one of the four conditions of a 2 
(Individual prime; Similar vs. Different) x 2 (Brand prime; Similar vs. Different) factorial 
design, resulting in 44 to 57 participants in each condition. The experiment took 20 
minutes and participants received either 1 student credit or €2 for participating. 
The independent variables in the study were the two factors, individual prime and 
brand prime. The dependent variables consisted of brand identity, self-categorization, 
group self-esteem, commitment, willingness to buy, willingness to pay, word-of-mouth 
and low vulnerability to other brands.  As control variables gender, age, education level 
and nationality were measured. 
 
Procedure and Independent Variables 
Participants filled out an online survey. First they read the informed consent form, 
consisting out of information about the experiment after which they could sign for 
agreement to take part in the study. The study started with a questionnaire measuring 
the need for similarity and the need for differentiation as trait variables, providing a  
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baseline of the identity needs before the manipulation was conducted¹.  
Next, the identity prime was administered. For the manipulation we used a 
visualization task, as used in Bhattacharjee, Berger, and Menon (2014). First, feelings of 
uniqueness (similarity) were activated by letting participants read about how unique 
(similar) individuals in general are. In the differentiation (similarity) condition, 
participants then had to visualize what makes themselves unique (similar) individuals 
and then list two reasons why this was important for them. Next, participants had to 
think about a personal event involving when they felt unique (similar) and wrote down 
this situation. After the individual prime, participants received some information about 
the brand that was used in this study, GoPro, and the brand prime manipulation was 
administered. The brand manipulation consisted out of two different descriptions of 
GoPro. For the differentiation condition, the message included that the GoPro is not very 
common and that you would be a trendsetter if you would have a GoPro. For the 
similarity condition, the message included that the GoPro is getting more and more 
popular, that in a few years everybody will have one. If you want to belong, a GoPro will 
be a great product for you. See Appendix I for the full descriptions of the manipulations.  
After the manipulations, the degree of brand identity was measured. Participants 
received questionnaires about the identity components and about behavioral intentions 
towards the brand. Finally participants were asked to answer some demographic 
questions. After filling out the questionnaires, participants were debriefed and thanked.  
 
Measures 
When possible, the measures of our study were based on earlier studies.  
To measure the need for similarity and the need for differentiation as trait 
variables, a questionnaire was used involving three questions for each need (as used in 
Timor & Katz-Navon, 2008). Questions were for example ‘I usually dress the same as my 
friends’ for the similarity need and ‘I think differently than most of my friends’ for the 
 
 
¹ In the result section we will not report the results of these measures, as they did not have a big influence on 
the results of the manipulations on the dependent variables. 
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differentiation need. Responses were given on a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 ‘do 
not agree at all’ to 5 ‘strongly agree’.  
The amount of general “brand identity” is measured using five questions about the 
brand (as used in Stokburger-Sauer et al., 2012), for example: ‘GoPro has a personal 
meaning for me’. In addition, the three components of social identity (“self-
categorization”, “group self-esteem” and “commitment”) were measured based on a 
questionnaire of Ellemers, Kortekaas, and Ouwerkerk (1999). Each component was 
measured through three or four questions (e.g. ‘I am like other GoPro users’). Responses 
on the identity questionnaires were given on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 
‘completely disagree’ to 7 ‘completely agree’.  
To measure behavior intentions, the “willingness to buy” was measured by means 
of the question: ‘How likely would you be to buy the GoPro?’. Participants responded on a 
5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 ‘absolutely would not’ to 5 ‘absolutely would’. 
“Willingness to pay” was measured, asking how much money participants were willing to 
pay for the HERO3+ edition of GoPro. Participants could choose out of six answers, 
ranging from ‘less than €100’ until ‘more than €300’. For “word-of-mouth” intentions an 
existing questionnaire was used, developed by Brown (2005). This questionnaire 
consisted out of nine questions. An example item is: ‘If a friend were shopping for a 
wearable camera, how likely is it that you would recommend GoPro?’. Responses were 
given on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 ‘definitely would not’ to 7 ‘definitely 
would’. The variable “low vulnerability to other brands” was measured by showing three 
different advertisements. In the first advertisement, the GoPro and a copycat, an 
imitation product of a popular brand, had the same functions, but the GoPro was more 
expensive. The second advertisement showed the GoPro and a copycat, where the 
functions of the copycat were substantially better. The third advertisement showed 
negative information about the GoPro.  After each advertisement, two to three 
statements were given. An example of a statement was: ‘I would buy the copycat instead 
of the GoPro’. Responses were given on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from 1 ‘strongly 
disagree’ to 7 ‘strongly agree’. See Appendix II for the full questionnaire. 
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Results 
Data screening 
The data of two participants were deleted from the data set, because these participants 
did not meet the age criteria. The stories the participants wrote as part of the identity 
manipulation were screened; we had no reason to assume that participants did not fill 
out the questionnaire seriously. The outliers in the data set did not have large influence 
on the results as reported now (all Cook’s distance < 1 and no extreme predicted 
values). Therefore we left the outliers in the data set. 
 
Scale construction 
From the collected data, scales were constructed after recoding items that were 
formulated negatively. Regarding “brand identity”, the five items formed a highly reliable 
scale (α=.89). For the analyses we split social identity into self-categorization, group 
self-esteem and commitment. The three items of “self-categorization” formed a highly 
reliable scale (α=.80). The four items of the “group self-esteem” scale formed a scale 
with acceptable reliability, α=.68. The three items of the “commitment” scale, showed 
poor scale reliability (α=.52), which could be due to that the brand used in the study, 
GoPro, is still relatively new. Not everybody has a GoPro or knows GoPro users. To show 
commitment with a brand, a person already needs to own the brand to some extent. 
Because of the low scale reliability, we left the commitment scale out of the analysis. 
Regarding behavioral intentions, the nine items of the “word-of-mouth” scale provided a 
reliable scale (α=.88). Finally, the five items of the scale “low vulnerability to other 
brands” showed an excellent scale reliability (α=.95). The scale scores, based on the 
mean scores of the separated variables, were used in the analysis. 
 
Analysis 
All variables were analyzed with a 2 (Individual prime; Similar vs. Different) x 2 (Brand 
prime; Similar vs. Different) ANOVA. First the results of brand identity and social identity 
will be described, followed by the results of the behavioral intentions. Finally, correlations 
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between the dependent variables will be examined. The means and standard deviations 
of the dependent variables are given in Table 1.  
 
Brand identity  
Analysis on “brand identity” showed a marginally significant main effect of identity prime, 
F(1,197)=3.08, p=.081. Participants in the identity prime similar condition scored higher 
on brand identity than participants in the identity prime different condition (M=2.70 vs. 
M=2.44). There was also a significant main effect of brand prime, F(1,197)=5.64, 
p=.018. Overall, participants in the brand prime different condition scored higher on 
brand identity than participants in the brand prime similar condition (M=2.78 vs. M = 
2.39).  The interaction between identity prime and brand prime was also significant, 
F(1,197)=4.03, p=.046. As can be seen in Figure 2, participants in the identity prime 
similar, brand prime different condition scored higher on brand identity than participants 
in the other conditions. Participants in this condition scored significantly higher than 
participants in the identity prime similar, brand prime similar condition, t(98)=2.91, 
p=.004, and higher than participants in the identity prime different, brand prime different 
condition, t(89)=2.33, p=.022. Means of the different conditions are given in Table 1.  
In line with the expectations, we see that a brand framed as different was preferred 
when individuals were primed as being a similar individual. People who were primed as 
similar identified more with GoPro when it was framed as making them different from 
other people, than a GoPro that was framed as making them similar to other people. 
However, the opposite effect did not 
occur in the identity prime different, 
brand prime similar condition.  
 
Figure 2: Individual prime (similar, 
different) and brand prime (similar, 
different) on brand identity. 
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Table 1 
Means and standard deviations of the dependent variables as a function of identity prime 
and brand prime. 
  Identity prime 
 
 Similar Different 
 
Brand prime 
 
 
 Similar  
(N=53) 
Different 
(N=47) 
Similar 
(N=57) 
Different 
(N=44) 
Brand identity 
 
 
M 
SD 
2.37 
1.07 
3.07 
1.33 
2.41 
1.00 
2.47 
1.11 
Self-
categorization 
 
M 
SD 
2.61 
0.99 
3.00 
1.26 
2.50 
1.08 
2.70 
1.08 
Group self-
esteem 
 
M 
SD 
5.08 
0.72 
5.51 
0.73 
5.36 
0.87 
5.10 
0.89 
Willingness  
to buy 
 
M 
SD 
2.42 
1.03 
2.70 
1.02 
2.61 
1.03 
2.64 
1.08 
Willingness  
to pay 
 
M 
SD 
2.30 
1.22 
2.49 
1.23 
2.00 
0.85 
2.48 
1.23 
Word-of- 
mouth 
 
M 
SD 
4.12 
0.87 
4.59 
0.77 
4.44 
0.79 
4.47 
0.74 
Low 
vulnerability to 
other brands 
M 
SD 
2.97 
1.34 
2.82 
1.05 
2.69 
1.01 
3.00 
1.32 
 
*Willingness to buy is measured on a 5-point scale, willingness to pay on a 6-point scale 
and the other variables on a 7-point scale.  
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The main effect of brand prime on “self-categorization” was marginally significant, 
F(1,195)=3.47, p=.064. Participants scored higher on self-categorization in the brand 
prime different condition (M=2.85) than in the brand prime similar condition (M=2.55). 
Thus, participants cognitively identified more with the GoPro when it was framed as 
making them different from other people, than when the GoPro was framed as making 
them similar to other people. The main effect of identity prime was not significant, 
F(1,197)=1.71, p=.193, nor was the interaction between identity prime and brand prime, 
F(1,197)=0.39, p=.533. 
Regarding “group self-esteem”, the interaction between identity prime and brand 
prime was significant, F(1,197)=9.09, p=.003. The pattern of means, which is displayed 
in Figure 3, shows a cross-over interaction. Indeed, participants in the identity prime 
similar, brand prime different condition scored significantly higher than participants in the 
identity prime similar, brand prime similar condition, t(98)=2.94, p=.004, and higher 
than participants in the identity prime different, brand prime different condition, 
t(89)=2.43, p=.017. Participants in the identity prime different, brand prime similar 
condition scored marginally significant higher than participants in the identity prime 
similar, brand prime similar condition, t(89)=1.80, p=.075. Overall, participants scored 
higher on group self-esteem when there was a non-fit between the identity prime and 
the brand prime, compared to when there was a fit between the primes. The non-fit 
effect between the two conditions in the identity prime different group was not 
significant. Means of the different conditions are given in Table 1. The main effects of 
identity prime, F(1,197)=0.37, p=.543, and brand prime, F(1,197)=0.51, p=.477, were 
not significant. 
 
Figure 3: Individual prime 
(similar, different) and brand 
prime (similar, different) on 
group self-esteem. 
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Behavioral intentions  
No significant main effects or interaction effect was visible on the dependent variable 
“willingness to buy”; main effect of identity prime: F(1,197)= 0.20, p=.652, main effect 
of brand prime: F(1,197)=1.10, p=.295, interaction effect: F(1,197)=0.81, p=.370. 
On the dependent variable “willingness to pay”, the main effect of brand prime 
was significant, F(1,197)=4.30, p=.039. Participants in the brand prime different 
condition (M=2.48) were willing to pay more for the GoPro HERO 3 edition than 
participants in the brand prime similar condition (M=2.15). There was no significant main 
effect of identity prime, F(1,197)=0.96, p=.329, the interaction effect was also not 
significant, F(1,197)=0.82, p=.367. 
On the “word-of-mouth” scale there was a significant main effect of brand prime, 
F(1,197)=5.01, p =.026. Participants in the brand prime different condition scored higher 
on word-of-mouth intentions than participants in the brand prime similar condition 
(M=4.53 vs. M=4.28). Participants with a GoPro that was framed as differentiating were 
more willing to tell other people about this brand. There was also a marginally significant 
interaction between identity prime and brand prime, F(1,197)=3.69, p=.056 (Figure 4). 
The score on the identity prime similar, brand prime different condition was significantly 
higher than the score of the identity prime similar, brand prime similar condition, 
t(89)=2.84, p=.006. The score on the identity prime different, brand prime similar 
condition was significantly higher than the score on the identity prime similar, brand 
prime similar condition, t(89)=1.99, p=.049. Means of the different conditions are given 
in Table 1. The main effect of identity prime was not significant, F(1,197)=0.76, p=.386. 
 
 
Figure 4: Individual prime 
(similar, different) and brand 
prime (similar, different) on 
word-of-mouth. 
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On the dependent variable “low vulnerability to other brands”, no significant 
differences were found between the conditions; main effect of identity prime: 
F(1,197)=0.10, p=.756, main effect of brand prime: F(1,197)=0.20, p=.659, interaction 
effect: F(1,197)=1.82, p=.179.  
On both brand identity variables as behavioral variables we found the same 
effects. Therefore, a mediation analysis is conducted to see if the identity variables that 
scored significant on the interaction effect are mediators of the behavioral intention 
“word-of-mouth”. In order to find a mediation effect, the 2 x 2 ANOVA on the outcome 
variable needs to be significant, even as the 2 x 2 ANOVA on the possible mediator 
(Baron & Kenny, 1986). As shown in the analyses above, the behavioral outcome “word-
of-mouth” was marginally significant and the possible mediators, “brand identity” and 
“group self-esteem” showed significant results. A mediation analysis was performed by 
using the possible mediator as covariate in the analysis. Mediation analysis showed that 
the interaction effect between identity prime and brand prime on “word-of-mouth” was 
not significant anymore when “brand identity” was included in the analysis as covariate, 
F(1,196)=1.56, p=.213, or with “group self-esteem” as covariate, F(1,196)=0.55, 
p=.460. In comparison with our framework (see Figure 1), this shows that the identity of 
a person towards a brand has to change before a behavioral change will occur. 
 
Correlations 
To see which relationships existed between the different dependent variables, we 
calculated correlations. In line with our predictions, “brand identity” correlated medium 
to high with the related identity components (see Table 2 for the correlations). “Brand 
identity” had a large correlation with “willingness to buy”. Thus, brand identity could 
predict whether a person is going to buy the brand. People that had a strong identity 
with the GoPro were also more inclined to recommend the brand to other people.  
There is a medium correlation between “willingness to buy” and the buying intention 
variables (“willingness to pay”, “word-of-mouth” and “low vulnerability to other brands”). 
Whenever someone is willing to buy a brand, this will result in spreading the message 
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r=.32 r=.65 
r=.45 
r=.28 
(word-of-mouth) and people are willing to pay more for the brand. To a lesser extent, 
people were less vulnerable to other brands when someone shows buying tendencies 
towards a brand.  
Table 2 
Correlations of the dependent variables 
 Brand 
identity 
Self-cate-
gorization 
Group self-
esteem 
Willing-
ness to 
buy 
Willing-
ness to 
pay 
Word-of-
mouth 
Low 
vulnerability 
to other 
brands 
Brand identity 
 
       
Self-
categorization 
.65**       
Group self-
esteem 
.32** .20*      
Willingness to 
buy 
.50** .37** .39**     
Willingness to 
pay 
.22* .21* .24** .39**    
Word-of-
mouth 
.39** .32** .42** .45** .28**   
Low 
vulnerability 
to other 
brands 
.26** .17** .19* .28** .37** .30**  
**=sig <.001 
*=sig <.05 
 
In line with our predictions on correlations, moderate to strong relationships are 
visible between the variables in the framework (see Figure 5). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Correlations between the variables of the framework. 
Personal 
needs 
Framed brand 
identity 
Brand 
identity 
Willingness 
to buy 
Self- 
categorization 
 
Group self-
esteem 
Low vulnerablility 
to competitive 
brands 
Word-of-
mouth 
Willingness 
to pay 
r=.50 
r=.39 
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Discussion 
Through brand preference, consumers try to define and strengthen their identity (Belk, 
1988). To achieve brand identification among consumers, marketers have to focus on the 
customers they want to attract for a brand. According to the literature on optimal 
distinctiveness theory, people strive for a balance between similarity and differentiation 
(Leonardelli, Pickett & Brewer, 2010). The goal of the current study was to investigate 
how brands can satisfy consumers’ needs within a brand, in order to get the needs for 
similarity and differentiation in balance. Expectations were that if a person has a need to 
be different, a company should frame its product as relatively unique. For people with a 
need to be similar, a similarity framing was predicted to lead to more identification with a 
brand.  
The main findings of the current study indicate that the expectations were 
confirmed for some variables and for some part of the design. That is, our results 
demonstrate that people, who were primed as being similar to other people, chose a 
brand that stands for uniqueness and differentiation, which should bring the identity 
needs for uniqueness and differentiation more in balance. These results were visible on 
the identity variables “brand identity” and “group self-esteem”. Individuals who were 
primed with similarity identified more with the brand (GoPro) when it was framed in 
terms of uniqueness than when it was framed in terms of similarity. These individuals 
also put more value in the brand when it was framed as relatively unique. On behavioral 
intentions, people were more willing to spread the word in the condition where relatively 
similar primed individuals were framed with a unique brand. According to Brown and 
colleagues (2005), word-of-mouth is a very important outcome, because the message of 
the brand is spread through consumers itself. Which could make the message more 
informal and more believable (Cheng et al., 2006). 
The main findings of this study are in the predicted direction. However, there are 
two points that need to be discussed. First of all, results were in line with our predictions 
in the identity prime similar condition, but not in the identity prime different condition. 
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Secondly, the results on the identity variables were more in line with our predictions than 
the results of behavioral intentions.  
The first point of discussion is that the results in the identity prime conditions 
were only partly in line with the predictions. As described above, in the identity prime 
similar condition, findings on “brand identity”, “group self-esteem” and “word-of-mouth” 
showed that individuals identified more with the GoPro when it was framed as unique. 
However, such effect was not visible in the identity prime different, brand prime similar 
condition. In line with this finding are the results of Chernev, Hamilton, and Gal (2011). 
Those results supported that the identity need of an individual can influence brand 
preference. They found that priming people with uniqueness weakens brand preferences. 
Vice versa, priming people with being similar to other respondents strengthens brand 
preferences. So in that study, participants in the identity prime similar condition were in 
greater need to express their identity and to change being (too) similar to other 
individuals, therefore they showed stronger brand preferences. When individuals were 
not primed with being similar, this effect did not occur. Also Snyder and Fromkin (1977) 
value the need for uniqueness more than the need to be similar. The need for uniqueness 
emerges when people feel they are highly similar to other people.  
Another reason why the effects mainly occurred in the identity prime similar 
condition can be found in the brand used in the study. GoPro could be seen more as 
differentiating brand than as similar brand. On many variables (“brand identity”, “self-
categorization”, “willingness to pay” and “word-of-mouth”), participants scored 
significantly higher in the brand prime different condition than in the brand prime similar 
condition. So, individuals rather identified with the GoPro when it was framed as 
different, compared to when it was framed as similar. This could be due to that not 
everyone owns a GoPro or another action camera yet. Therefore people might see the 
GoPro as a unique brand, rather than a standard brand. As a consequence, the brand 
prime similar condition might be less believable. Especially people who do not know the 
brand yet will have difficulty believing that everyone will own a GoPro in a few years. 
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Also, because not everyone knows or owns a GoPro, people are not committed to the 
brand and therefore the commitment scale was filled out inconsistently.   
The second point that needs to be discussed is that regarding the behavioral 
tendencies, the results were less strong than those regarding the identity variables. Out 
of four variables measuring behavioral intentions, only “word-of-mouth” showed an effect 
i.e. people were less willing to spread the message in the identity prime similar, brand 
prime similar condition than in the other conditions. As we found in the main results, 
people want to be different when they are primed to be similar to other people. 
Therefore, one’s identity towards the brand becomes bigger, but in their behavior people 
do show this less explicitly. In the study by Chernev and colleagues (2011), participants 
were willing to pay more for a brand to strengthen their self-expression when 
participants were primed as being similar to other individuals. Although the results in the 
current study point in the same direction, where similar primed participants were willing 
to pay more for the brand when it was framed as making them unique, the differences 
were not big enough to show significant results. It could be possible that participants 
thought they were lacking information to make the decision to buy the GoPro. They may 
have to know more about the brand in order to make a reasoned decision whether they 
would show behavioral intentions towards the brand. 
 
Theoretical implications 
The current research has several implications for the literature about brand identity. 
Whereas prior work has mainly focused on loyalty (Ahearne, Battachara, & Gruen, 2005; 
He et al., 2012), this study combined the optimal distinctiveness theory (Brewer, 1991) 
with consumer behavior to find out how the brand identity of consumers could be 
increased. In our opinion it is important to make a distinction between people with a 
need for similarity and people with a need for differentiation. These two different kinds of 
consumers have different needs and therefore need to be reached with a different 
approach. The current study supports this idea.  
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A second implication is that the findings of the identity prime similar, brand prime 
different condition are in line with seeking balance between identity needs for similarity 
and differentiation, which could contribute to the consumer literature and the literature 
on the optimal distinctiveness theory. In previous research, Timmor and Katz-Navon 
(2008) already investigated consumer behavior in the context of optimal distinctiveness 
theory. They found that the willingness of individuals to satisfy themselves in their need 
for differentiation or their need for similarity depends on the size of a group. The current 
study added value to the consumer behavior literature applied on the optimal 
distinctiveness theory, by showing that whether a person is willing to identify with a 
brand and to show behavioral intentions also depends on how a brand is framed, either 
as making one similar or different from other people. We now know that individuals can 
also seek in balance in their identity needs through brands, and not only through groups. 
We proved this for individuals who were primed as being similar to other individuals, and 
where the brand was framed in terms of uniqueness.  
 
Practical implications 
With this research, we aimed to investigate how marketers could use identity actively to 
sell a brand effectively. Marketers could make their brand more attractive for people who 
feel similar to other people. Brands could attract this target group by presenting the 
brand as making individuals unique and different. This could be applied to the slogan of a 
brand, or in an advertisement, etc.  
In attracting a target group with consumers who are highly similar to other 
individuals, marketers need to produce messages that are identity-referencing. Identity-
referencing messages involve mentioning the target identity and how the brand meets 
these needs (Bhattacharjee et al., 2014). These messages were also used in the current 
study. By contrast, messages that are identity defining, messages that explicitly define 
consumer identity expressions (e.g. ‘The only product for adventurous people who want 
to differentiate from the mass’), can be counterproductive (Bhattacharjee et al., 2014). 
The advertising line could for example be: ‘A good product for adventurous people, who 
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want to differentiate from the mass’. Note that the message framed with differentiation 
will only work for attracting consumers who feel similar to other individuals. It will not 
work in attracting consumer who already feel different from other individuals.  
 
Limitations 
The findings of this study are interesting for marketing purposes. However, there are also 
a few limitations of the current study. First, in the questionnaire we did not ask 
participants if they were already familiar with the brand GoPro. Brand knowledge or 
brand experience could also be important factors influencing the way people fill out the 
questionnaires. Research by Brakus, Schmitt, and Zarantonello (2009) showed that 
brand experience is an antecedent of brand personality and also that brand experience is 
an important factor to gather satisfaction and loyalty with a brand. Showing brand 
identity seems hard when one does not own the brand his- or herself, but when one has 
to imagine having it. Therefore, we could have used brand knowledge as covariate in the 
study.  
Secondly, we found an effect in the identity prime similar, brand prime different 
condition, but not in the identity prime different, brand prime similar condition. As 
explained above, probably this is due to the chosen brand (GoPro). GoPro could be stated 
as different more easily than as similar. This could have influenced the current results. It 
could both have increased the effects found in the identity prime similar, brand prime 
different condition and decreased effects in the identity prime different, brand prime 
similar condition. It could have been better to investigate this research question with 
another brand that can both be seen as similar and as differentiating.  
 
Further research 
Further research should find out if the effect found in this study could become larger by 
using another brand. In further research a brand should be chosen that people do know, 
but were also not everyone formed a clear opinion of. Because GoPro is relatively new, 
we thought not everybody had formed a clear opinion of the brand, but we did assume 
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that everyone either had heard about the brand or knew someone owning a GoPro. 
However, in the eyes of the participants the GoPro might still be a brand that is rather 
unique to own. This could have influenced our results. Therefore, we suggest replicating 
the current study with another brand that would be more believable as being a brand 
that is making people both unique and similar to the same extent. This brand could be 
chosen on the basis of a pilot study.  Also, in order to generalize the results, the study 
should be applied on more brands.  
Another point for further research would be to find out if the findings of the 
current study would also apply when brands want to change the image of the brand and 
attract another target group, for example, when a brand wants to become available for 
both people who are similar and different. When the brand is framed as unique and as 
similar, the expectations of consumers will not be achieved by the brand (Tian, Bearden, 
& Hunter, 2001). How could brands resolve this problem, in order to attract both? 
 
Conclusions 
To conclude, in the current research we found that individuals who are primed as similar 
to other people want to gain balance in the personal needs for differentiation and 
uniqueness, by preferring a brand that is framed to be unique. This could positively 
change one’s identity towards a brand. We did not find evidence for this prediction 
regarding individuals who are primed as different from other people. Results were 
strongest on the identity variables, to a fewer extent people will show balanced needs in 
their actual behavior. Further research with a different brand should investigate whether 
people primed to be different from other individuals would also seek for balance in 
personal and brand needs. 
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Appendix I: Manipulations (Dutch) 
 
I.I Manipulation identity (Bhattacharjee, Berger, & Menon, 2014) 
 
Identity prime similar 
Lees onderstaande tekst aandachtig door. 
Er zijn zoveel mensen in Nederland en toch lijken we allemaal in sterke mate op elkaar. 
Kijk maar naar je eigen vriendengroep, in veel opzichten zijn jullie verschillend van 
elkaar, maar toch hebben jullie veel gemeen. Jullie vinden het bijvoorbeeld allemaal 
belangrijk om vrij te zijn, om te staan en gaan waar jullie willen. Ook willen jullie 
allemaal gelijk behandeld worden en hebben jullie allemaal behoefte aan liefde en 
veiligheid. Als vriendengroep hebben jullie over veel onderwerpen dezelfde mening en 
delen dezelfde interesses. Verder heeft iedereen dezelfde behoeftes, zoals het nodig 
hebben van eten en drinken om te overleven. We zijn eigenlijk heel gelijk aan elkaar en 
lijken in sterke mate op elkaar. 
 
Denk nu aan wat jij gemeen hebt met anderen om je heen. Denk eraan dat we in sterke 
mate op elkaar lijken. Schrijf op in welk opzicht jij gelijk bent aan anderen. 
 
Denk nu aan wat jij gemeen hebt met anderen om je heen. Als je er goed over nadenkt 
dan lijken we in enige mate op elkaar. Dit heeft zo zijn voordelen. We willen u nu vragen 
om na te denken over deze voordelen en vervolgens twee redenen te bedenken waarom 
het belangrijk is dat iedereen in enige mate op elkaar lijkt. Schrijf deze twee redenen op. 
 
Denk nu aan wat jij gemeen hebt met anderen om je heen. Denk eraan dat we in enige 
mate op elkaar lijken. Probeer een gebeurtenis voor je te halen waarin je je sterk gelijk 
voelde aan de anderen om je heen. Schrijf deze gebeurtenis op. 
 
Identity prime differentiation 
Lees onderstaande tekst aandachtig door. 
Er zijn zoveel mensen in Nederland en toch is iedereen uniek. Kijk maar naar je eigen 
vriendengroep, in veel opzichten lijken jullie op elkaar, maar toch hebben jullie ook 
eigenschappen die jullie anders en uniek maken dan de rest van de groep. Jij vindt mode 
bijvoorbeeld erg interessant, terwijl een vriend van jou veel meer geïnteresseerd is in 
autotechniek. Ook vind jij bijvoorbeeld een film kijken leuker dan een boek lezen en een 
vriend van jou is het hier niet mee eens. We verschillen in interesses, meningen en 
ideeën. Verder heeft iedereen andere genen, wat jou als individu uniek maakt. Niemand 
is precies hetzelfde als dat jij bent.  
 
Denk nu aan wat jou uniek maakt als persoon. Denk eraan dat niemand hetzelfde is als 
dat jij bent. Schrijf op in welk opzicht jij jezelf als anders ziet dan anderen. 
 
Denk nu aan wat jou uniek maakt als persoon. Denk eraan dat niemand hetzelfde is als 
dat jij bent. Dit heeft zo zijn voordelen. We willen je nu vragen om na te denken over 
deze voordelen en vervolgens twee redenen te bedenken waarom het belangrijk is om 
uniek en anders te zijn dan de rest. Schrijf deze twee redenen op. 
 
Denk nu aan wat jou uniek maakt als persoon. Denk eraan dat niemand hetzelfde is als 
dat jij bent. Probeer een gebeurtenis voor je te halen waarin jij jezelf als een uniek 
persoon beschouwde. Schrijf deze gebeurtenis op.  
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I.II Manipulation brand 
 
Brand prime similar 
Lees onderstaande tekst aandachtig door. 
De GoPro wordt steeds bekender en populairder. Over een paar jaar zal iedereen een 
GoPro hebben, doordat het makkelijk in gebruik is en je er mooie foto’s en filmpjes mee 
kunt maken. Jij weet nu de voordelen van een GoPro!  
 
Als je erbij wilt horen, dan zou GoPro een goed product zijn voor jou! Een GoPro staat 
voor delen met je vrienden en erbij horen. Één van de slogans van GoPro is: ‘Vang de 
wereld’. Dit benadrukt dat je deel uitmaakt van de omgeving om je heen en dat je veel 
gemeenschappelijk hebt met anderen. 
 
Je zult zeker worden gewaardeerd met een GoPro bij je vrienden en je zult bij de groep 
horen. Met een GoPro kun jij laten zien dat je erbij hoort! 
 
Brand prime differentiation 
Lees onderstaande tekst aandachtig door. 
De GoPro is nog niet erg bekend. Nog niet veel mensen hebben een GoPro en niet 
iedereen weet wat een GoPro is. Ook weten niet veel mensen dat een GoPro makkelijk in 
gebruik is en je mooie foto’s en filmpjes ermee kunt maken. Jij weet nu de voordelen van 
een GoPro!  
 
Als je anders wilt zijn dan de mensen in jouw omgeving, dan zou GoPro een goed product 
zijn voor jou! Een GoPro staat voor innovatie, je bent een echte trendzetter als jij een 
GoPro hebt. Één van de slogans van GoPro is: ‘Dit is jouw leven’. Dit benadrukt dat jij 
uniek bent en dat niemand anders jouw leven kan leiden.  
 
Je zult zeker worden gewaardeerd met een GoPro bij je vrienden en het hebben van een 
GoPro maakt jou anders. Met een GoPro kun jij laten zien dat je uniek bent! 
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Appendix II: Questionnaire (Dutch) 
 
Welkom bij ons onderzoek naar Identiteit en Merken. 
 
Wij vinden het heel fijn dat u wat tijd wilt vrijmaken om de vragenlijst voor onze master 
scriptie in te vullen. 
 
Voor het onderzoek is het van groot belang dat u twintig minuten achtereen gesloten vrij 
houdt, om de vragenlijsten in te kunnen vullen zonder pauzes te nemen.  
 
Als dank voor uw deelname, kunt u aan het einde van het onderzoek aangeven of u 
hiervoor 1 proefpersoon credit of €2 wilt ontvangen.  
 
De vragenlijst bestaat uit tien onderdelen. Het invullen van de vragenlijst zal ongeveer 
twintig minuten in beslag nemen. Het is belangrijk dat u de vragenlijst achter elkaar 
invult, zonder pauzes te nemen. Er zijn geen goede of foute antwoorden, en het is 
belangrijk dat u bij het beantwoorden uitgaat van uw eerste ingeving. 
 
Voor het onderzoek is het belangrijk dat u alle onderdelen van de vragenlijst invult. Aan 
het begin van elk onderdeel verschijnt steeds eerst een korte uitleg. Deelname aan dit 
onderzoek is geheel vrijwillig en vrijblijvend. Dit betekent dat je te allen tijde, zonder 
opgaaf van reden, kunt besluiten om deelname aan het onderzoek te beëindigen. 
 
Alle informatie die in het kader van dit onderzoek wordt verzameld, wordt als strikt 
vertrouwelijk behandeld. Alle gegevens worden in anonieme vorm verwerkt en bewaard. 
Er zal voor worden gezorgd dat onbevoegden er geen inzage in krijgen en ook dat de 
gegevens niet tot personen zijn terug te leiden. 
 
Het onderzoek wordt gecoördineerd door Dr. Daan Scheepers, Sociale en 
Organisatiepsychologie, Universiteit Leiden (scheepersdt@fsw.leidenuniv.nl). Voor vragen 
of klachten kunt u zich tot hem wenden.   
 
 
II.I Measurement for personal needs (Timmor & Katz-Navon, 2008) 
We zullen u nu enkele vragen stellen over hoe u bent. Bepaal voor de volgende stellingen 
in hoeverre je het hiermee eens bent op een schaal van 1 tot 5, waarbij 1 staat voor 
‘volledig mee oneens’ en 5 staat voor ‘volledig mee eens’. 
1. Het is voor mij belangrijk om mij zoals mijn vrienden te gedragen.  
2. Normaal gesproken draag ik dezelfde kleren als mijn vrienden. 
3. Normaal gesproken luister ik naar dezelfde muziek als de meeste vrienden van mij. 
4. Normaal gesproken kijk ik naar dezelfde films als mijn vrienden.  
5. Ik denk anders dan de meeste vrienden van mij. 
6. Ik heb de neiging om mijzelf te associëren met mensen die anders en uniek zijn.  
7. Het is belangrijk voor mij om anders en uniek te zijn en niet naar gewoontes te 
gedragen. 
8. Ik denk dat ik anders ben dan de meeste vrienden van mij.  
 
In het volgende onderdeel van dit onderzoek zullen wij gebruik maken van het merk 
GoPro. Eerst zullen wij hier wat algemene informatie over geven. Klik op de 
onderstaande pijl om door te gaan. 
 
Een GoPro is een compacte en draagbare camera. Hij 
is waterdicht en kan tegen een stootje. De camera 
kan filmen en foto’s maken in hoge kwaliteit. De 
GoPro kan gezien worden als sportcamera. Je ziet de 
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camera vaak tijdens het wintersporten, maar ook bij andere (extreme) sporten. De 
camera is klein en compact zodat hij bijvoorbeeld op een helm kan worden bevestigd. De 
meeste modellen beschikken over een afstandsbediening (handig voor als de camera op 
een helm of een zogenaamde ‘selfiestick’ is bevestigd) en WiFi (zo kun je gelijk je 
filmpjes of foto’s delen met je vrienden). De camera is daarnaast makkelijk in gebruik.  
 
De volgende vragen hebben betrekking op u en het merk GoPro. 
 
II.II Measurement brand identity (Stokburger-Sauer, Ratneshwar, & Sen, 2012) 
Bepaal voor de volgende stellingen in hoeverre je het hiermee eens bent op een schaal 
van 1 tot 7, waarbij 1 staat voor ‘volledig mee oneens’ en 7 staat voor ‘volledig mee 
eens’.  
1. Ik heb een gevoel van gebondenheid aan het merk GoPro. 
2. Ik identificeer me met het merk GoPro. 
3. GoPro staat voor waar ik in geloof. 
4. GoPro zou een deel van mijn identiteit kunnen zijn. 
5. GoPro heeft een grote persoonlijke betekenis voor mij.  
 
II.III Measurement identity components (Ellemers, Kortehaas, & Ouwerkerk, 
1999). 
Bepaal voor de volgende stellingen in hoeverre je het hiermee eens bent op een schaal 
van 1 tot 7, waarbij 1 staat voor ‘volledig mee oneens’ en 7 staat voor ‘volledig mee 
eens’.  
1. Ik denk dat de GoPro gebruikers weinig hebben om trots op te zijn. 
2. Ik heb een goed gevoel over GoPro bezitters. 
3. Ik heb weinig respect voor GoPro bezitters. 
4. Als ik een GoPro heb, zou ik dit liever geheim houden. 
5. Ik identificeer mij met andere mensen die een GoPro hebben. 
6. Ik ben zoals andere GoPro bezitters. 
7. GoPro gebruikers weerspiegelen goed wie ik ben. 
8. Ik zou graag bij de GoPro gebruikers horen.  
9. Ik zou het niet leuk vinden om een GoPro bezitter te zijn. 
10. Ik zou liever een andere draagbare camera willen hebben dan een GoPro. 
 
II.IV Buying intentions 
Geef op een schaal van 1 tot 5 aan in hoeverre jij bereid bent om de GoPro aan te 
schaffen. 1 staat voor ‘absoluut niet’ en 5 staat voor ‘absoluut wel’ 
 
II.V Willingness to pay intentions 
De GoPro HERO 3 editie maakt foto’s en filmpjes van hoge kwaliteit met een 5 MP 
camera. Deze GoPro biedt de mogelijkheid om foto’s te delen via WiFi en is waterproof 
tot 40 meter diep. 
Hoeveel zou jij betalen voor de HERO 3 editie van GoPro? 
 Minder dan 100 euro 
 100 tot 150 euro  
 150 tot 200 euro  
 200 tot 250 euro  
 250 tot 300 euro  
 300 euro of meer 
 
  
32 
 
II.VI Word-of-mouth intentions (Brown et al., 2005) 
Stel jezelf bij de volgende vragen voor dat jij een GoPro bezit.     
Bepaal voor de volgende stellingen in hoeverre je het hiermee eens bent op een schaal 
van 1 tot 7, waarbij 1 staat voor ‘zou ik zeker niet doen’ en 7 staat voor ‘zou ik zeker wel 
doen’.  
1. Wanneer je samen met een vriend(in) zou gaan shoppen voor een camera, hoe 
waarschijnlijk is de kans dat jij de GoPro zal aanraden? 
2. Wanneer je je vader, moeder of een andere naaste familielid zou helpen bij het maken 
van een beslissing over een bepaald merk van een compacte camera, hoe waarschijnlijk 
is de kans dat jij de GoPro zal aanraden? 
3. Zou je aan anderen laten merken dat je de GoPro gebruikt? 
4. Zou je ervoor zorgen dat anderen weten dat jij de GoPro gebruikt? 
5. Zou je positief praten over de werknemers die bij GoPro werken? 
6. Zou je GoPro aanraden bij je familieleden?  
7. Zou je positief praten over GoPro in het bijzijn van anderen? 
8. Zou je GoPro aanraden bij kennissen? 
9. Zou je GoPro aanraden bij goede vrienden?  
 
II.VI Vulnerability to other brands 
Er zullen nu enkele advertenties getoond worden over de GoPro en een copycat van dit 
merk. Een copycat is een imitatieproduct van een bekend merk, gemaakt door een 
minder bekend merk. Kijk eerst goed naar de advertenties en beantwoord vervolgens de 
bijbehorende vragen. 
 
Advertentie 1:  
Onderstaand ziet u een advertentie van de GoPro met daarnaast een advertentie van een 
copycat. Bekijk de advertenties zorgvuldig. Hier krijgt u zometeen enkele vragen over. 
 
Geef naar aanleiding van de advertenties aan in hoeverre jij het eens bent met de 
volgende stellingen. 1 staat voor ‘absoluut mee oneens’ en 7 staat voor ‘absoluut mee 
eens’. 
1. Ik zou de GoPro verkiezen boven de copycat. 
2. Ik zou de copycat verkiezen boven de GoPro. 
3. De prijs speelt een grote rol in mijn keuze voor een draagbare camera. 
 
Hoeveel zou jij bereidt zijn extra te betalen voor de GoPro in vergelijking met de 
copycat? Geef dit aan door met de slider een punt te kiezen tussen 0 euro en 300 euro. 
Ik ben bereid om ... extra euro te betalen voor de GoPro in vergelijking met de copycat. 
 
Leg kort uit waarom jij voor de GoPro ofwel voor de copycat hebt gekozen. 
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Advertentie 2:  
Onderstaand ziet u een advertentie van de GoPro met daarnaast een advertentie van een 
copycat. Bekijk de advertenties zorgvuldig. Hier krijgt u zometeen enkele vragen over. 
 
Geef naar aanleiding van de advertenties aan in hoeverre jij het eens bent met de 
volgende stellingen. 1 staat voor ‘absoluut mee oneens’ en 7 staat voor ‘absoluut mee 
eens’. 
1. Ik zou de GoPro verkiezen boven de copycat. 
2. Ik zou de copycat verkiezen boven de GoPro. 
3. De mogelijkheden van de draagbare camera spelen een grote rol in mijn keuze. 
 
Leg kort uit waarom jij voor de GoPro ofwel voor de copycat hebt gekozen. 
 
Advertentie 3: 
Hieronder ziet u enkele reviews over de GoPro HERO 3, lees eerst de reviews door en 
beantwoord vervolgens de vragen.   
 
“Het product is inconsistent in zijn kwaliteit en betrouwbaarheid. De nieuwe GoPro HERO 
3 gebruiker heeft rond de 25 à 30% kans op een defect product.” 
 “Handig in gebruik.” 
“De camera crasht, waarbij niets meer werkt, het enige wat je kunt doen is de batterijen 
eruit halen en opnieuw opstarten.” 
“De camera maakt mooie foto’s!” 
“Erg teleurgesteld, ik heb hem meteen weer ingeruild.” 
“Een product waar je gefrustreerd van raakt, ik beveel hem niet aan.” 
“Een onafgemaakt product van GoPro.” 
“Ik ben er erg tevreden mee, nu kan ik eindelijk zelf mijn trucjes filmen.” 
“In de avond is er veel ruis.” 
“Fantastisch idee, vreselijke uitwerking.” 
“De WiFi connectie wordt vaak verbroken.” 
 
Geef op basis van de reviews aan in hoeverre jij het eens bent met de volgende 
stellingen. 1 staat voor ‘absoluut mee oneens’ en 7 staat voor ‘absoluut mee eens’. 
1. Ik zou de GoPro verkiezen boven de copycat. 
2. Meningen van andere mensen spelen een grote rol in mijn keuze voor een draagbare 
camera. 
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II.VII Demographic questions 
Wat is uw geslacht? 
 Man  
 Vrouw 
 
Wat is uw leeftijd? 
…… jaar 
 
Wat is uw hoogst genoten opleiding? 
 Basisschool  
 MAVO  
 HAVO  
 VWO  
 Middelbaar Beroeps Onderwijs (MBO)  
 Hoger Beroeps Onderwijs (HBO)  
 Wetenschappelijk Onderwijs (WO)  
 
Wat is uw nationaliteit? 
……………………………… 
 
II.VIII Debriefing 
Dit was het eind van de vragenlijst, hier volgt nog een debriefing. 
 
Het doel van het onderzoek is om marketeers te kunnen informeren over hoe zij het 
beste kunnen inspelen op twee verschillende behoeftes die wij hebben: de behoefte om 
uniek te zijn en de behoefte om erbij te horen. Kennis over deze behoeftes kan namelijk 
de marketeers helpen om zo een groter marktaandeel te verkrijgen voor hun product.  
In het onderzoek is een manipulatie opgenomen over de huidige staat waarin u 
verkeerde. Dit kon ofwel een staat zijn waarin u uzelf zag als een uniek individu, ofwel 
een staat waarin u uzelf zag als gelijk aan andere mensen. Vervolgens kreeg u een 
beschrijving van het merk GoPro te lezen. Ook deze beschrijving was gemanipuleerd. 
Eenerzijds betrof de beschrijving de uniekheid van u met het merk, anderzijds betrof de 
beschrijving het bij anderen horen door het merk. Aan de hand van vragenlijsten is 
gemeten in hoeverre u een identiteit met het merk GoPro heeft gevormd en of u tevens 
bereid was uzelf hiernaar te gedragen door bijvoorbeeld meer te betalen voor het product 
(de GoPro) dan voor een gelijkgestemde copycat. 
 
Wij, Mirjam Hermans en Martine Kester, willen u nogmaals hartelijk danken voor uw 
deelname aan het onderzoek. Het geld ofwel de credit wordt woensdag 18 maart naar u 
overgemaakt. Wij zouden u willen vragen of u ons een bevestigingsmail zou kunnen 
sturen ter ontvangst van het geld of de credit, dit kan naar: 
brandidentityleiden@gmail.com      
 
Indien u nog nadere informatie wilt over het onderzoek dan kunt u contact opnemen met 
de coördinator van het onderzoek, Dr. Daan Scheepers van de Universiteit Leiden 
(scheepersdt@fsw.leidenuniv.nl) 
 
